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ABSTRACT . )

' Through the late 1970s the idea was expressed that
community education provides a structure for citizen involvement in
local decision-making processes and that democratic processes would
be reintroduced at the community level through a new commitment-to
it. Minzey and LeTarte proposed the concept of process--to develop a
community process of citizern involvement in a moxe democratic
decision-making.system. Community education has been located, for the

. most.part, however, in a closed bureaucracy--the local school system.
Perhaps Minzey and LeTarte went too far in their claims of process,
and community education is capable of ‘the following: making better
use of the capital and knowledge resources of the .local school
system, aiding in the development of an educational system . ;
comprehensive in its response to community needs, fostering

" interaction between schools and community agencies‘toward'reéolution
of community groblems, and serving as an open area of the .school
bureaucracy. Three projects in rural communities in Mid-Atlantic
states were studied to see if community educational projects moved
toward .process as they aged. Findings supported the conclusion that
the community educational programs were basically bureaucratically
structured as part of the local school system. However, the findings
also showed that community educational programs served to open the
school's bureaucracy by suing the local schools for classes for all
citizens and that the projects cooperated with other agencies to
provide resources and programs, -(YLB)

‘\

.
’ ~

»
- 4

% %k %k k k% *****************************************************************

" * - Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that ¢an be made *
v

* from the original document. . %
%k k kK k *******_************************’*****************fk****************

y




[

ED224977

s

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

1t

AN EXAMINATION OF THE ATURE .OF PROCESS IN COMMUNITY EDUCATION

¢

.

jresented at the Annial Convention of the

Nationa/l Community Education Association - Research Forum :

r

Aélanta, Ga. | a
24 December 9, 1982
. A 3
4. .
/) ' ) :
. 3
] K l
- ~ ’
-/ . R .-

Virginia P8lytechnic Institute and State University

U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

" NATIONAL INSTITUTE OREDUCATION v “PERMISSION T0O REPRODUCE THIS
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION MATERIAL HA
CENTER (ERIC) HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

This documpent has been repoduced as .

tecerved from the person or organgaton v £2)

M:inor changes have been made 10 improve

teproduction quality
e .
@ Points of view or opinions stated 1 this docu 2 * .TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

mpnt do Not necessanly represent otficial NIE INFOR " .

poson of pohicy ‘ . MAT!ON CENTER {ERIC).

. LN r




X8

-y

became highly spetialfﬁed wanted to. kriow how to bake bread,

A . . *
An Exaﬁﬁnation of the Nature of Process in Community Education
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Cdmmunity'educatidn has a wonderful name. It employs two
, . ]
concepts dear to American Society: communify, a sense .of

-
>

togetherness, of neighbor. to neighbor, interaction; and education,
the door to equal opgortunity, the hope of societal progress.
Small wonder that such a name inspires great plans. Given the
ide&logica% assumptions implied by‘comﬂunfty and education it is

not surprising tha; someone would sée their possible linkage to

" democratic process, and this is precisely what Minzey and LaTarte

‘among others began to establish as the major. goals Hf community
education. The idea expressed through the late seventies was

that community education provided a structure for <citizen

!
involvement in 1local decision making process and democratic

processes would be reintroduced at the community level.

. 0
- . !

That community education could achieve the goal of helping

‘develop community process was supported by three major facl}ors:

\ A
(1) There were resources. The development of community

-

education began as a way td use the public school as a more

.comprehensive cd%munity resource. First and -foremost, ,then,

there w?s~a place for activity.‘ Secondly{ tﬁere was talent"ana
need. - American society wés.de&elppimg a new ‘'technology. The
iocal citizeﬂry)gained new ideas and sgikls and along with thém
fhe desire to know more. '0ld jobs with old skills were being

replaced by new jobs ‘needing new skf}ls. Workers whose joks.
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repair cars, read, paint (houses or portraits), or use a camera.
Into this” situation, the local schobl provided a place in which

talents could be exchanged.

(2) There was increased emphasis on -the local community
making its own decisions. Beginning with = the Nixon

Administration, state and local communities were given grants

.
3

(i.e. revenue éﬁaring) to "sblve their owﬁ problems.l In a
sometimes exciting and someti@es perverse manper, there was a
return to the 1ideals of a Jeffersonian démocracy. Local
decisions were the business of local communities. This gould be
excitiqg when it led to increased participation by all citizens,
perverse when it yielded a‘loss in the gains made in social and
ethnic ;ntggration, or a return to the maintenance of ‘a status
quo. WhateQeg it uses, an increased enmphasis on local life ds
opposed to national life took shape.

(3) In the normal popuiation‘of the educational system, the
K-12 students were rapidly decreasing. Little need be said about
the radical shifts in the populatioh dynamics of the last\three
generations except to note theﬁ as Ffast. The "baby. pop%"
generated a rapid increase in both capital outlay for public
schools and the number of 3achool personel. The {bliowing
genéra£ion, held to replacemeqt\ lévelh birth ' rates, left an

inflated school ‘house with room to spare. More importantly, it

forced educators to expand the séope of education.
?

9
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In. this volatile environment, community education came into

~

its’ own. And, it tried to address all three needs: to manage

resources, seek new clients for the educational system, and to
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take advantage of the "growing désire on the éart of state and
federal governments to return local decision making back to the
community. Minfey captures this spirit exactly, and with LaTarte
he proposes the concept ;f process. By process, he means to
develop a community process of citizen involvement in a more
Lemocratic decision making sy;tem. The problem is that local

tschbpl systeﬁs ‘Were not democratic systems, but instead are

highly developed, closed bureaucracies. The local school

organizaiion has -developed around the K-12 program. Such a

program is suited to an assembly line structure, and as a result
is suited to bureaucratic organization. As educators have become

more professional and specialized, and as edu:;tion has been
broadened to include many different aspects of 1life, its
organizati;nal structure has become more glosed than open. That
is to §z¥ that by and by, cont;or of the educational system has

been taken away from the public and placed in the hands of

professionals. To further concentrate this power of the

» \

bureaucracy, states instituted mandatory attendence laws, which
in turn forced more bureaucracy. Some critics, such as Illich

(1972), argue- for a general "de-schooling of society," meaning

.the debureaucratization of the schools.

Community education has been conceived as a way to meet the

educational needs of a chaﬁ@ing population and as a method for
the solution of general/” community problems by citizen®

involvement. FEor the most part, ‘it has been located in a closed

bureaucracy- the 1local school system. While some argue - for

democratic process, jits l%éation in a closed bureaucracy- is

# !
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hardly conducive to democgakic process. To suggest that
community education could, in fact, becomeva process of community
democracy, is to assume that the school- &ystem 1s capable, as a

_bureaucracy, of becoming an open demoJratic system. This is not
- from a sociolodggal point of view - possible. .

/ The generally negat}ve connot?tion applied to bureaucracy is

largely undeserved. In the school system, only a bureaucratic

structure could effiéiently and effectively deal with ;pe number

of students it confronts. To organize the local school system in

..

any non;pureaucratic form is to deny an even larger.numbgr of
students some aspects of the -educational resources 'in' the
society. Conversely to severely close the bureaucracy is to deny
any community input to the system. A democratic process placed
in the bureaucracy is not possible.

It is in this framework that we suggest the possibility tgat
community education, in addition to prgviding a solution for the
problems listed above, might have the impact of making the
bureaucracy of the gchool a,more open one. In short, we argue
that Minzey and Letarte, amon others; went too far in their
claimSAOprrocesg, that they .mixed stgﬁétural forms-bureaucracy
and democracy-that are not easil§ contained within one system.
Commﬁnity education programs can, in our yiew, do the following:

(1) Make betéer.use of the capital and knowledge resources

of, the local school system.. '

~ (2) Aid the community and the school system in the

development of an educational” system that is

comprehensive in its response to community needs.
’ "
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) - (3) Foster "the interaction. between schools .'and other
€

\

community agencies toward , resolution of community

¢

- -
-

‘problems. ' S . '

N )

(4)" It can serve as an open area of thé.school bureaucracy

to allow the commﬁﬁity and the schools to engage in a

) )
give: and take concerning the genéral welfare :of the

community 'and what the schools can do to foster the

+
03

community's interest. . -

' These arguments are based on 'a study of three community -

education projeéﬁs. In what follows, we will describe the study

and discuss the results in greater detail. .

x *
< The Study ’
Ny Given that tHe origihal intent of our'resengh was to see if

<

* community educatjon projects moved toward process as they aged,

L)

‘\ . we chose thre succeésful projects for  study. The projects
ranged f;om less Ehan three years old to one six years old to one

in its twelfth year. The working hypothesis was the projects

would develop, in /Minzey and Letarte's terms, from program to

p}bcess. The "three projects were located in rural communities in

, states in the Mid-Atlantic region. "All aré viable projects with:

o v

many programs ﬁeveloped énd operating~in the community.

-The methods used in the study are variations of the community =~

'reconnaissence met?;iJ?evélobed.bﬁ Sanders (1950), Nix (1965),

I
- - .

Nix and Dudley (1965+71967)-and Nix,- et. al. (1969). Basically

’ N

the reconnai%sence method involves the identifgéation of people

_ wWho are know%edgeable about the community education program and

‘ interviewing.thgﬁ'abodt the operaﬁion of the system. We asked the

- “ b
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. . b
directors of the projects to identify people involved in all
areas of thHe community education activities in their local area.

Students, instfuctors,‘adviéory counci memBers,and the community

education professional staff were interviewd. In addition,

discussiqné were held with the school prihcipals, the central

office staff of tﬂe local school system, and with the directors

of other, non-school aéencies in the community. The number of

interviews varied by the size of the project and the availability

of the respondents. We collected 23 interviews on the smallest
’ .

project and 63 on the largest. 31 interviews were collected in

the thirdxprdject, All interviews were collected by the authors

of this paper.

The Findings.

The results of the largeg study are found in the project

repor{ (Dudley and Parsons, 1982).

Our concern here is with a
> <) ) .

more specific set of questions:

~

' (1) Were the relations among participants reciprocal? In

the interview we asked people to name the peopie they worked with

in community education the most.’ Reciprocal naming would imply a

more democratic structure while non reciprocal naming would

signify . a bureaucatic hierarchical strudture. In .all three

- bl

systems combined, theré were -only 18 reciprocal namings out of
374 possibilities. Clearly this indicates a bureaucratic

structure. . Even more .significantly, ‘the reciprocal naming

ocdured mostly among the professional ' staff of the projects and

)
~

N - N . .
between the professional staff and the school superintendent

A

office. Even in the oldest project there were only 8 reciprocal

- ‘
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namings out »éf 105 possibilities, 1less that 10% of ‘the
interviewees., Clearly the bureaucratic needs of the proéram

transcend the needs of open, democratic process.

-

\

(2) How do superintendents relate to community education
projects? In all cases, the prSject director is a- member of the
central office staff. The superintendents general}y‘viewed'thg
community educatioﬁ project as anothér//paf£ of the over—ail
school structure. They define things in largely bugeaucratic
terms. For insitance, one guperintendént talked of maintaining
the boundaries between c&mmunity education, adult education and
vocational education. None of the superintendents ;eferred,
either directly or indirectly, to-a concept of "process" or. of
"open p;:ticipation in community problem solving." Instead, they
talk éf reduced vandalism in school buildings, of the positive
attitudes people have tow?rd the programsf and of the;popularity

of certaip classes. Superintendents did not have, or at least,

didwnot discuss the Minzey- ahd LaTarte version of process.

. . »

(3) Wha£ is the relationshlp»bepween the community education
program and agencies outside the’,school system?' Basically, the
structure of the community éducat;on prégrgﬁ was percéivea-td be
bureaucratic. The question bqébmes, does 'the community education
program open the bureaucracy of the school system to the larger

community. Our data lead us to g1ve a qualified yes to that

question. In the older systems, community colleges, social
N 'S .

.

services for the aged and 1local .extension agents were all

/ R s
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associated with the community education program. There yas

* o
considerable cooperation between the project and other agencies

in the oldest projects. The community college, for inétance,

XY
. shared considerab}e resources with the project including space,

L
§upplies, and equipment.

3
I/

» . ’ Thgsé! findings support the conclusion that the ~community

¢

educatiéﬁ‘\brogréms in three rural communities are basically
bureaucratically structured as part of the local school system
- . . .-, 3

for the following reasons: (1)Péople in thé(project:did not

Yeciprocally name eagh other as an open; democratic process .would
., '\‘ ~ \c\ e . *
‘require. (2)The advisory councils were not as central to the

®

project as the "processﬁ'would require. (3)The superintendents

- ™ » -

view the, pfojects as an integral part of the bureaucratic
structure of the local schools. All these factors fepresent ;KE,

closed/nature of the projects. ™ Conversely, the ct that the

4

4Jcommunity education . programs served to open the school's
bureaucracy is shown by 1l)the 1local ‘schools were used for

community education classes for all citizens, and 2)the projects

~

cooperated with other agencies to provide resources and programs.
1 '
Thus, while the community education projects were. found to be {
, - C. ) ? . : ;
bureaucratic, they served to open the school bureaucracy to the

’ . . s . .
larger commumity environment. An open bureaucracy 1is, in

socioloéical terms, one that develops an orientation towarde its

- .

s

external envirénment.. Rather than creating " cess", the.
community education program serves to open the z::ZBQ to the

- . community: - .

. “
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Our research has led us ‘to conclude that the goal of a

) © , . e
democratic process in community education is one that ‘may be

unaftainable in most traditional, school based projects. The

fact that @ost school systems are bureaucracies;\and for the most

{
i

part, Elosed'bureaucracies, makes the prospect ‘of fosteriné a

4 ’

: . Y / .
democratic proc¢ess dim. W

’

Public schools, while they typically egpouse the rhetoric of

citizen participatfon, tbe'fecord tends to reveal more talk than
. . \

action. In fact upon examination we find most public schools to

be bureacracies ¢losed to the communities in which they exist.

|

As early''as the 1940's cri;}és of public schools warned of this
isolationism. William Carr's now famous qubtation provides an

excellent statement of this condition.

'
©

"Many schools are like little islands set apart from
the mainland of life by a deep moat of conVention and
tradition. Across -this moat there is a drawbridge
which - is lowered at certain perigds during the day on
order that certain part-time inhabitahts (kYds) may
'€ross over to the island in the morning and- back to the
mainland at .night. ...Aftef the last inhabitant of the
island.has left in the early afternoon, the drawbridge
is raised," (Carr, 1942). )

-

Unfortunately, in manyf communities the William Carr's

"islands" still exist in th 1980's. The excliting tifing about

what we found in our stu was that community education is

3
¢

helping public schools to ofen themselves to the community.: More

than just physically opening the buildings, we observed that a
broad spectrum of citizens were being served by community

edugation programs, and.community agencies and institutions were-

-

observed working toward a collaborative relationship with

- !
Acommunity~3choois. ®
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All Sf -this seems t¢ indicate thét schoof based community
educators can still wuse Minzey/LeTarte model of Yprogram to
ﬁroceég" as long as they realistically define process’ as an open
bureaucratic process.' There are alternatives‘ open t§ the
community educator. These inc;ude (1) implementing a democfatic

process model of community education based in the community

. \ . '
rather than the public schools, or (2) changing the structure of

'\the public schools to ﬁgghg%! an institution based on a model of

participatory democracy.
’ * )

There are problems-inherent in each of these ‘options. _In

the first, most grass-root communities don't possess the

Y . C . .
resources needed to initiate 3pd sustaln a cdmmunity education
* I3 . '

program. And in the second alternative change in the public

schools often comes at a painfully slow pace.

“ oo .o
All of this brings us to our main conclusion. That is that.

-
v

-community education is making a very important contribution in

helping schools to open themselves to becoming "community .

schools" in the truest sense. . This does not mean that the goal
¢ N - .

of citizens involvement in community development and problem-

r

I R
solving should be abandoned. Rather, it ‘means that it may be

unrealistic to ﬁsla that as a major goal of the "ideal" community
o

' ' ) v

education program.
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